M.A.C. LIBRARY COPY 


| Creation 


Social Science and Humanities 


QUARTERLY 





CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 


The Creation Social Science and Humanities Society (CSSHS) was incor- 
porated in Wichita, Kansas, in 1977. The CSSHS is educational, and will 
promote and disseminate information on the implications of the Biblical 
creation model of origins for the social sciences and humanities, with emphasis 
on the development of these disciplines in accordance with the rapidly 
emerging and increasingly well established natural scientific models of Biblical 
creation. 

This Quarterly Journal is directed toward teachers and students of the social 
sciences and humanities, especially in institutions of higher learning. The 
CSSHS may also publish books, monographs, and other writings, and sponsor 
speakers, seminars, and research projects related to its educational purpose. 

IRS tax-exempt status was granted December 30, 1977. All contributions are 
tax-deductible. 

Voting membership is initially by invitation of the Board of Directors of the 
CSSHS to candidates eligible on the following basis: 

a. persons with at least a baccalaureate degree in the social sciences or 
humanities; or 

b. persons 18 years old or over, who have office in another creation-science 
organization with beliefs substantially identical with those contained in the 
CSSHS Statement of Belief, for at least one year immediately prior to applying 
for membership in the CSSHS. Voting membership dues are $10 (foreign, $11 
U.S.) per year. 

Sustaining Membership is open to those who subscribe to the C.S.S.H.S. 
Statement of Belief. Sustaining membership dues are $10 (foreign, $11 U.S.) 
per year. 

Both voting and sustaining memberships include subscription to the CSSHS 
Quarterly, and are reckoned as beginning and ending in September. 

Non-members may subscribe to the CSSHS Quarterly at the rate of $12 
(foreign, $13 U.S.) per year. 

Officers: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman, President; Mrs. E. Sue Paar, Vice-President; 
Mrs. Ellen Myers, Secretary-Treasurer. 

Editor: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman 

Staff: David Burke, Mrs. Vickie Burke, Mrs. E. Sue Paar, Mrs. Christie Ullam. 

Board of Reference: Dr. Duane T. Gish, San Diego, California; Rev. Walter 
Lang, Ca/dwell, Idaho; Dr. Henry M. Morris, San Diego, California; Mr. Harold S. 
Slusher, &/ Paso, Texas; Dr. John C. Whitcomb, Jr., Winona Lake, Indiana; Dr. 
Clifford A. Wilson, Mt. Waverly, Victoria, Australia. 


Cover art by Mrs. E. Sue Paar 


Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


The other day | came across something in my reading that greatly touched my 
heart. | was reading a recent issue of a little journal called The Bulletin of the 
Tychonian Society edited by a Christian brother, Walter van der Kamp. The 
Tychonians are a group of Christians who believe on Scriptural as well as 
scientific grounds that Copernicus was wrong, and that the earth is the center of 
the solar system and universe. The journal is interesting on a number of 
grounds. First of all, their Scripture analysis is by no means unreasonable. 
Secondly, their scientific arguments and treatments of geocentricity are quite 
interesting and educational with regard to Einstein's relativity theory as well as 
other basic and long-standing issues in astronomy and physics. Thirdly and 
perhaps most relevantly to CSSHQ readers the Bulletin very often deals with 
basic issues on the frontiers of philosophy of science. 

But these are not the reasons | feel led to mention the Tychonian Bulletin in 
this editorial. The reason | do so is that the journal impresses me as a textbook 
example of how to present a deep Biblical conviction that must in all honesty 
seem totally absurd not only to the world but to most of one’s Christian brothers 
as well. The tone of the journal is reasonable, loving, gentle and humble. It is 
also selfless and sacrificial in a way that glorifies our Lord and Savior. The 
specific statement that brought tears of love and joy to me is the following: 

| (ie. Walter van der Kamp) shall resist all attempts or suggestions to 
align ourselves with Creationism proper, which is already becoming 
respectable. People are known by the company they keep; | do not want 

to give the world an opportunity to associate our ‘far out’ Tychonian 

theory with that of Creationism and by stressing such a connection to 

hold the latter up for derision. 

How | love you and am blessed by your faith and sacrificial love, Brother van 
der Kamp. It is a joy for CSSHS to “stress its connection” with you in Christ. You 
have ministered to me, dear brother, and just as you have seen fit to be gentle 
with us in what you would view as our error of faith regarding geocentricity, so 
we will strive to be gentle with those brothers in Christ who would still look 
upon us as “far out” six-day creationists. “The tongue of the wise makes 
knowledge acceptable.” (Proverbs 15:2 NASB) 


Paul D. Ackerman 


(For interested readers the Tychonian Society address is 14813 Harris Road, 
R.R.#1, Pitt Meadows, B.C., Canada VOM 1PO.) 
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LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor: 


CSSHGQ is an excellent, scholarly publication. Keep up the good workl 


Carol Armstrong 

Librarian 

Missouri Association for Creation 
545 Florence Ave. 

St. Louis, MO 63199 


Dear Editor. 


Enclosed is my check for membership renewal. | would like to compliment 
your journal for the fine quality of scholarship. 


Sincerely, 

Prof. David Ray Arendale 
567 East Prairie 

Olathe, KS. 66061 


Dear Editor, 


The 25th-27th May 1979 we were twenty-five Norwegian Christian 
psychologists having a week-end together. The theme was: “Prayer and 
therapy”. | think many of us in this area are suffering from some kind of 
intellectual schizophrenia. God and our faith are kept in one part of the head, 
while psychology has taken control over the rest. In this situation | feel very 
strongly CSSH Quarterly to be an answer to prayer, a helping hand to integrate 
the two parts. 

In September 1979 some of us are going to participate in a Swedish 
conference for Christian psychologists. The theme will be: “The Christian 
psychologist and the Church”. At this conference | would like to distribute some 
copies of CSSH Quarterly, so may | please ask for 20 extra copies of each of the 
four numbers of CSSH Quarterly. 

Thank you so much for your help. 


Yours in Christ, 

Anen Noding 

Rute 335, N-1750 Halden 
Norway 


Dear Editor. 


Greetings in the precious name of Jesus, our Creator, Savior, Lord, and King! 

| hereby am renewing my sustaining membership to CSSHS. Notice that | 
joined as a charter member and this is a renewal. 

A few miscellaneous comments that are meant to be constructive and not 
picky or critical in a bad way: 

—Summer 1979 issue, page 23: You did not indicate how many pages long 
the article was. | ordered a xerox copy and found that | owe $10+. It would not 
have happened if | had known the article was 66 pages long! 

—Summer 1979 issue, page 27: You did not indicate the publisher, number of 
pages, retail price, and postage paid price from author on Dr. Coleson‘s book. 


(Editor's Note: Order direct from Dr. Edward Coleson, P.O. Box 32, Spring 
Arbor, MI 49283. Suggested price $5.00 ppd.) 


You may want to consider printing in small print on each page CSSH 
Quarterly, Summer 1979 (Volume 1, No. 4) so that any xerox copies 
automatically the source of the article. 


(Editor's Note: We have implemented this suggestion beginning with the Fall 
1979, (Vol.Il, No. 1) issue of the CSSH Quarterly.) 


| have carefully studied every page of each issue you have published so far, 
whether the articles were in my “field” or not. With exception of some of the 
information in the articles about language, all articles were readily under- 
standable to the “outsider” while documented at a level acceptable to any 
scholar in the field, as far as | am concerned. 


| remain 

Sincerely your servant for Jesus’ sake, 
R. Steven Harris 

Lot #14, 1008 East Main 

Knoxville, IL 61448 


(Editor's note: Also see Mr. Harris’ comments “Science and Epistemology” 
beginning on page 27 of this issue.) 


Dear Editor. 


May the Lord continue to guide in the outreach of the C.S.S.H.S. in its 
endeavor to get the public schools back on the right track through teachers who 
know the truth. My prayers go out to this organization. 


In His service, 

Gene Dorneman 

3517 Parsifal St, N.E. 
Albuquerque, NM 87111 


Dear Editor. 


Thank you for your letter of the 6th July and also for the copy of your 
Quarterly. 

lam arranging to have sent to you the letter of invitation which our chairman, 
Dr. Peter Beyerhaus, has sent out to many parts of the world. 

We in turn will be glad to draw attention to your ministry which is a most 
needful one. 


Yours in Christ Jesus, 

David P. Kingdon 

Executive Secretary 
International Christian Network 
53 Victoria Street 

London SW 1 NOEZ 

England 


Dear Editor. 


Having just finished reading a copy of the Texas Tech Law Review article 
received from you, | am impressed with its scholarly quality and its importance 
(though one could wish it had been more carefully proofread). These authors 
have brought out most clearly one root cause of the malaise in our society— the 
promotion by the Supreme Court and by the public schools of the evolutionary 
humanist faith. 


Yours in the Creator's service, 

n Carol Armstrong 

Librarian, Missouri Association for Creation 
545 Florence Ave. 

St. Louis, MO 63119 


Dear Editor. 


| thank God for your continued obedience and dedication in beginning this 
much needed work in the social sciences. . . were particularly blessed by your 
reprint concerning presenting Creation on the college campus. God bless you. 


Yours in Christ, 

Michael Cobb 

Joshua Creation Ministry 

P.O. Box 100 

East Bridgewater, Mass. 02333 


Dear Editor: 


| found all your current issue articles to be excellent and uniquely filling the void 
left by other creationist groups. 


\ 


In Christ, 

Paul Ellwanger 

2820 Le Conte Road 
Anderson, S.C. 29621 


Dear Editor: 


I'm a little past the September 30 deadline on dues, but | want to be a 
member for the coming year and continue to receive the Quarterly. (I'm 
confused on the different prices for membership and subscription; perhaps you 
could enlighten us new ones!)* 

Thanks for the issues sent merely upon my request. The thing that sold me 
was Ellen Myers’ article on Sorokin. Excellently done! If you keep printing 
helpful articles like this, you'll have my support. 

May the Lord bless His servants to the “up and out”! How education needs to 
hear the “other” side of creation! 


Sincerely, 

Dr. Janette Bohi 
Professor of History 
University of Wisconsin 
Whitewater, WI 


*Editor's Note: Membership dues are $10 annually and include subscription to 
the CSSH Quarterly. Condition for membership is agreement with our 
Statement of Belief and signing a statement to that effect. 

Itis possible to subscribe to the CSSH Quarterly at $12 annually as a non- 
member. 

Dues and subscriptions from outside the USA are $11 and $13 
respectively. 


Deluge: 
Environmental Sculpture by 
Creationist Artist 


Rebecca Lee Thompson 





The environmental sculpture you see above, entitled “Deluge,” was 
displayed in the student art gallery at Texas Tech University during the summer 
of 1978. It was the product of a studio art major, Rebecca Thompson, a 


Rebecca Lee Thompson receives her mail at 5319 - 22nd, Lubbock, Texas 79407. 
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Christian and a creationist, who sought to express in the media and style of her 
peers the truth of the Genesis Flood. While environmental sculpture such as 
this may at first strike one as unusual and “modern,” itis a powerful statementin 
the artistic language of the day and represents a thorough effort to translate 
creationism into that language. Miss Thompson here relates some of her 
experiences with the piece, as well as details of its construction. 


In creating and presenting “Deluge” | was not only concerned with the 
message, but also with the quality and visual power of expression. In the early 
stages of construction and presentation the feedback from my professors and 
peers was very favorable. They perceived its water-like nature immediately and 
the “section-of-the-whole” aspect. They complimented me highly on the 
energy and forcefulness of its form. 

Then, after its completion, | posted the title of the piece and the following 
passage: 

And it came to pass that the waters of the flood were upon the earth... 

All the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and the windows of 

heaven were opened... And the waters prevailed exceeding upon the 

earth; and all the high hills, that were under the whole heaven, were 
covered, 
Gen. 7:10, 11B, 19 

Itwasn’‘t until after this was posted that | began getting adverse reaction from 
a few professors and students. Several gave me long lectures on its “illustrative 
nature” and triteness of quality. One professor, a nationally known ceramicist 
told me, “| have not been able to view it the same since. . . that statement has 


totally ruined what | perceived ... 1 do not think it is necessary to know the 
meaning of its form.” However, not all comments were negative. Another 
professor was more honest by saying, “ | personally see no validity in the 


scripture, but the sculpture piece embodies what you apparently perceive the 
strength of the scripture to be.” 

And he was right. The motivation for “Deluge” was from studying the 
exegesis of Genesis 7 and creationist research on the Flood. | found the study 
personally applicable as | had used canyon rock formations for subject matterin 
drawing and painting for several years. “ Deluge” had to be constructed because 
it was the Biblical origin of the very rock formations which had been the 
foundation of my work. It was also a personal declaration of my worldview. 

Itis important to give some of the statistics and technical aspects concerning 
the construction of “Deluge.” Each of the square slabs of clay which you can see 
in the picture were originally cast from a larger slab rolled out by hand and cut 
into squares. The outer edges of each individual slab were rolled thin to give the 
paper thin appearance of floating rather than heavy and suspended. The slabs 
were then force-dried in the sun to increase warpage and fired in the kiln to 
provide durability (about that of a china plate). Each slab was suspended by 
strings from a gridwork constructed on the ceiling. The majority of construction 
was done from a scaffolding. 


Dimensions: 

Qver 700 square slabs 

Size of individual slab — 11’ x 11 x ’%” 

Dimensions of sculpture — 15’w x 35'l x 9¥%'h (highest) 
15'w x 35/1 x %""h (lowest) 

Over 4 miles of string 

Approx. 5600 knots tied 


This detailed description of the statistics of “Deluge” is intended to convey 
perhaps more than the picture can of what the actual viewers of the sculpture 
perceived — to convey the seriousness of the statement. 

I chose the large scale specifically for the purpose of expressing the Flood’s 
world-wide nature rather than a localized scale, which liberal theologians 
expound. Its rolling fluidity expressed the same idea, that this one “wave” was a 
section of the whole. Environmental art forms on this scale are common in 
modern art. In this capacity | played the role of an Israelite “spoiling Egypt’ and 
its culture. Also, an excellent location was provided for “Deluge” in that the 
student gallery at Texas Tech is a major traffic area in the art building. Because 
of this, as | worked from the scaffolding during the construction, | had 
opportunities to explain my work and its Scriptural roots. 

It is certainly not necessary and sometimes not even desirable to attach 
Scripture to works of art, but in this case | thought it was necessary to channel 
the visual statement. However, one particular incident was a pleasant surprise 
that made me wonder whether the words were even necessary here. As | was 
nearing completion, a teenage girl, the daughter of one of the faculty members, 
walked into the gallery at the other end, stopped and viewed “Deluge” in wide- 
eyed silence. | was perched on the scaffolding watching her intently through 
the myriad of suspension strings. In a moment she spotted me and said, “It's 
like I'm looking at you through rain.” 

“Bingo,” | prayed, “we've hit our target!” 


The Biblical 
Chronology Question: 
An Analysis 


James B. Jordan 


In evangelical circles the question of the chronology of the Bible is generally 
assumed to have been laid to rest by William H. Green‘s 1890 essary “Primeval 
Chronology,” which indeed has seen recent republication as a “classic 
evangelical essay.” ' Despite Green's attempted refutation of the notion that 
the Bible contains a chronology from Creation forwards, opponents of the 
doctrine of Biblical inerrancy have continued to refer to the chronology of 
Scripture as if it were undeniably present in the text as it stands, though 
erroneous. ? If this actually be the case — that the Bible teaches a chronology 
and that chronology is erroneous — then advocates of comprehensive and 
specific Biblical inerrancy will be obliged to alter their theological position. Itis 
the purpose of this essay to re-open the question of Biblical chronology, and in 
so doing to ascertain whether indeed the Bible intends for us to have a 
chronologically accurate picture of the world from Creation forwards, and 
whether such a chronology need be an embarrassment for evangelical 
defenders of inerrancy. 

Our procedure will be to make a prima facie case for chronology based upon 
Scripture evidence and upon the history of interpretation, and then to examine 
recent evangelical caveats to see if they withstand rigorous scrutiny. We shall 
close with some observations regarding the significance of our findings. 

Anyone who opens the Bible to Genesis chapters 5 and 11 will notice that 
the age of each father is given for the time of his son‘s birth. Adam was 130 
years old at the birth of Seth, who was 105 years old at the birth of Enosh, and so 
forth, Thus we appear to have an unbroken chronology from Creation to 
Abraham. There are no gaps in the sequence: son follows father in strict 
succession, it seems. The link between Genesis 5 and Genesis 11 is 
established by Gen.6:7 and Gen.11:10 — Arphaxad was born in Noah‘s 602nd 
year. Thus at first glance there appears to be good reason to accept the the 
chronologies of Genesis 5 and 11 at face value. ° 

The history of the Christian church corroborates this assessment. Theophilus 
of Antioch, founder of the Antiochene school of exegetical theology, set 
Creation at 5509 B.C., using the Septuagint. * Augustine accepted the chron- 
ology and labored to construct it systematically, seeking to clear up problems 
created by his Septuagint version. ° Luther's positive view is seen in his 
remarks on Gen.11: 

But Noah saw his descendents up to the tenth generation. He died 
when Abraham was about 58 years old. Shem lived about 35 years after 


James B. Jordan receives his mail at 517 San Gabriel Ave., Hollywood, PA 19111. 
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Abraham. Shem therefore lived with Isaac about 110 years and with Esau 
and Jacob about 50 years. It must have been a very blessed Church that 
was directed for so long a time by so many (p/ous) patriarchs who lived 
together for so many years. © 

John Calvin's view is important in that he was the first modern exegete, 
eschewing allegorical and procrustean interpretations and allowing the sense 
of the text to come through clearly and fully in his expositions. In the /nstitutes 
(1:14:1) he notes that “the world, now declining to its ultimate end, has not yet 
attained six thousand years.’ In another amazing passage Calvin likens the 
truth of chronology to the truths of the Trinity and of Predestination (3:21:4): 

Profane men, | admit, in the matter of predestination abruptly seize 
upon something to carp, rail, bark, or scoff at. But if their shamelessness 
deters us, we shall have to keep secret the chief doctrines of the faith, 
almost none of which they or their like leave untouched by blasphemy. An 
obstinate person would be no less insolently puffed up on hearing that 
within the essence of God there are three Persons than if he were told 
that God foresaw what would happen to man when he created him. And 
they will not refrain from guffaws when they are informed that but little 
more than five thousand years have passed since the creation of the 
universe, for they ask why God’s power was idle or asleep for so long. ® 

Later affirmations of chronology, drawing at random can be found in John 
Owen,? Matthew Henry,'° Keil and Delitzsch,'' and Geerhardus Vos '? 
The well-nigh universal acceptance of James Ussher's chronology, found in the 
margins of many Bibles is also confirmation of the prima facie evidence in 
Scripture for chronology. 

There can be little question but that the reason for evangelical reassess- 
ments of the chronology was the rise of evolutionary geology and archeology. 
In order to protect the Bible from the charge of error in its detailing of the 
Creation, evangelicals frequently turned to the “gap theory,” to the ‘‘day-age 
theory,” or to the “framework hypothesis” in order to reconcile Gen.1 with the 
assured results of modern scientific inquiry. The chronology of the Bible also 
proved an embarrassment, in that scholars were confident that archeological 
remains from civilizations dating from before 4000 B.C. had been unearthed. 
Evangelicals were forced either to reconcile the Bible to these hypotheses or 
else to eschew scholarly respectability while advocating their own peculiar 
interpretative schema for geology and archeology. A few “creationist” scholars 
maintained the traditional Christian view of geology, but until very recently 
there has been no similar movement in the realm of archeology. For the most 
part the chronological data of Gen. 5 and 11 have been put aside. Beegle’s 
summary serves to highlight the embarrassing aspect of the matter: 

Until geological information disproved the 4004 date, most Jews and 
Christians (including many alert, even brilliant, persons) thought the 
genealogy in Gen.5 was intended to show the consecutive history of 
man. Inasmuch as some evangelicals in the nineteenth century felt the 
force of the new geological information, they were inclined to stretch the 
genealogy enough to provide gaps for the scientific data. But how did this 
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relate to the intent of the author? If the geological and other scientific 
data known today had not been made available to us, would we have 
doubted that Gen.5 was intended to be chronological? Not likely. The 
Biblical evidence is too explicit at this point. Itis our scientific knowledge 
that causes us to ignore the clear meaning of the passage. Obviously, 
then, the intent of the Biblical writer can hardly be accommodated to the 
scientific facts made available from generation to generation. '° 
ls Beegle correct in what he implies? Have evangelical scholars simply 
drummed up some artificial and nugatory arguments against Biblical chronol- 
ogy in order to retain academic respectability, or are there in fact aspects of the 
problem which did not come to light until recent years, aspects of which earlier 
expositors were unaware? Our procedure will be to examine the arguments 
against chronology presented by three eminent evangelical theologians, 
distinguished for their advocacy of the inerrancy of Scripture: Francis A. 
Schaeffer, Benjamin B. Warfield, and William H. Green. We shall be looking to 
see if their arguments succeed in refuting the prima facie case for Biblical 
chronology. 


A. FRANCIS A. SCHAEFFER 


Francis Schaeffer devotes a full chapterin his booklet No Final Conflict to the 
matter of “Genealogy and Chronology,” in which he attempts to demonstrate 
that ultimately there is no final conflict between Scripture and scientific truth at 
this point of apparent contradiction. His first paragraph prejudices his entire 
discussion: 

The question of whether the genealogies should be taken as 

chronologies is important and must be dealt with at some length. '* 
By this opening statement Schaeffer subsumes the question of chronology 
under the question of genealogy. This is a common error, but one which can and 
must be refuted. First of all, there are many chronological statements in 
Scripture which are in no way tied to genealogies, for instance Ex.12:40. 
Second, as will be demonstrated, even if there were gaps in the genealogies of 
Gen.5 and 11, there would still not necessarily be gaps in the chronologies 
therein recorded. Thus, the question of chronology is not the same as that of 
genealogy. 

Schaeffer gives three numbered arguments, but in reality he presents six 
distinguishable lines of argument. First, he notes that “the relationship 
between the sequence of names and chronology is not always a straight 
line.” 1® Thus, in Gen.5:32 the names of Noah’s sons are not given in 
chronological order. This argument, however, is not relevant to the discussion. 
The fact that not all Biblical statements are chronologically precise says 
nothing about those that apparently are. The chronology is not broken with 
Noah, as noted above, since Gen.6:7 and 11:10 establish the necessary link. 
We may agree with Schaeffer that in Gen.5:32 and Ex.7:7 “chronology was not 
what the authors had in mind,” '® but this says nothing about passages where 
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chronology seems definitely to have been in the authors’ (and Author's) minds. 

Second, he notes that some genealogies in the Bible have gaps in them, as 
compare | Chr.6:3-14 with Ezra 7:2. Gaps in genealogies, however, do not 
prove gaps in chronologies. The known gaps all occur in non-chronological 
genealogies. Moreover, even if there were gaps in the genealogies of Gen.5 
and 11, this would not affect the chronological information therein recorded, 
for even if Enosh were the great-grandson of Seth, it would still be the case that 
Seth was 105 years old when Enosh was born, according to the simple reading 
of the text. Thus, genealogy and chronology are distinct problems with distinct 
characteristics. They ought not to be confused. 

Schaeffer's third argument, while superficially nugatory, has real relevance 
for the question of chronology. He notes that if the chronology be correct, 
Adam, Enoch, and Methuselah would have for a short time been contempo- 
raries. He then notes that this is curious and that we might expect the Bible to 
say something about it. The situation, however, is only curious to those who 
approach the Bible with the notion that Adam, Enoch, and Methuselah could 
not have been contemporaries. But we may ask, why could they not have been? 
Whatactually is unusual or strange about it? To ask these questions is to answer 
them: obviously there is nothing objectively strange or unusual about it at all. 
After all, the Bible was not written to satisfy our curiosity. Personally, we 
should like to know more about Melchizedek, but the Bible says little about him. 
Shall we for this reason say that he never existed? The fact that a given datum of 
Scripture seems curious or strange to us is no argument for or against it at all. 

More telling psychologically is the fact that Noah and most of his 
descendents would have been contemporaries of Abraham. In fact, Shem died 
only shortly before Abraham died, while Eber outlived him. “Eber” is cognate to 
“Hebrew” (Gen.14:13). For most 20th century evangelicals this does sound 
strange, but we may note that Luther's statement, given above, demonstrates 
that it was not always regarded as odd. The strangeness comes to us because 
we are not used to thinking in terms of it. Why could these men not have been 
contemporaries? 

Second, the regions of Ur, Padan-aram, Egypt, and Canaan are sufficiently far 
removed from Ararat so that no contact among these men would necessarily 
have transpired. 

Third, even if such contact had taken place, there is no reason for Scripture to 
satisfy our curiosity with respect to it. It may be, however, that the Gilgamesh 
Epic could help satisfy our curiosity. Gilgamesh takes a long trip to visit 
Utnapishtim, the man who survived the Flood. When he finally meets 
Utnapishtim, this man tells him about the Flood in detail.'7 Though the 
account is greatly garbled, as compared with Scriptural clarity, it is not at all 
inconceivable that there might be an historical basis for this “legend.” Whois to 
say whether or not, perhaps 300 years after the Flood, some local chieftain 
decided to search for the legendary old man who survived the Flood? 

Additionally we may note that Melchizedek possessed a full knowledge of 
God from some source, apparently not from Abram. If the long period of time 
often assumed between the Flood and Abram were actually the case, we may 
wonder how knowledge of God survived. What actually is needed is a 
comparison of scenarios. It is often assumed that knowledge of the true God 
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had disappeared by the time of the call of Abram, and that the family of Abram 
came to be the only bearers of the knowledge of the true God in the earth. For 
this to have been the case, a long period of time is needed between the Flood 
and the call of Abram. Is this scenario correct? Against it stands the knowledge 
of God on the part of both Melchizedek and Balaam. Also we may note that Job 
and his friends, though possibly related to Abraham, '® alsohadaveryclearand 
acute knowledge of God, even though Job's friends did not properly apply their 
orthodoxy, as Balaam also did not. Thus, this scenario (that knowledge of God 
disappeared) does not stand up very well. There were many who knew God 
during the patriarchal era. The fact that Abraham was from a pagan city does not 
indicate that all cities were pagan, as the Salem ruled by Melchizedek certainly 
would not have been. The fact that Abraham was called to service does not 
imply that he alone was called to sa/vation during his age. The seed people 
were not the only saved people. 

Schaeffer's fourth argument is that in Gen.10:4 a man (Javan) is said to bring 
forth not individual sons but peoples (Kitt/m, Dodanim). In 10:7, Cush, Seba, 
and Havilah are place names, he says, not the names of individuals. The pointis 
that some genealogies are concerned only to give general relationships among 
peoples, not exact father-son delineations. We grant this point with no 
difficulty. That Genesis 10 is a “Table of Nations” is nowhere questioned. That 
Gen.5 and 11 are “Tables of Nations” is nowhere asserted, however. Schaeffer 
knows that peoples are intended by 10:4 because of the Hebrew plural (/m). 
This plural does not occur in chapters 5 and 11. The place names in 10:7 are not 
necessarily place names at all, since places are often named for famous people, 
especially for patriarchs (cf. Gen.4:17). The names in 10:7 may just as easily be 
those of individual men. Finally, even if we granted that the names in Gen.5 and 
11 are peoples instead of individuals, it would still be the case that Enosh came 
from Seth when Seth was 105 years old. If these are two groups rather than two 
individuals, the chronology still stands. 

Fifth, Schaeffer notes that the Septuagint adds a name to this list: Cainan. 
This, however, need be no more problematic than any other Septuagintal 
deviations from the Hebrew text. More serious, though Schaeffer does not 
mention it, is the fact that Cainan is included in Luke's genealogy of Christ 
(3:36). Here again, however, is not a problem for the principle and concept of 
Biblical chronology, but only an exegetical and hermeneutical problem relating 
to the nature of New Testament Septuagintal citations. 

Sixth, Schaeffer comes to grips with the fact that each father’s age is given for 
the time of the birth of his son in this manner. 

1. Some genealogies contain gaps. 

2. Gen. 5 and 11 are genealogies. 

3. Therefore, Gen.5:6 may contain a gap. 

4. Gaps may be paraphrased: “X begat someone who led to Y.” 

5. Therefore, Gen.5:6 may be paraphrased: “And Seth lived 105 years and 

begat someone who led to Enosh.” 
There are four lines of argument against this logically correct argument. First of 
all, the question of gaps in the genealogies needs more careful consideration. 


13 


Custance is of help here: 

We are told again and again that some of these genealogies contain 
gaps: but what is never pointed out by those who lay the emphasis on 
these gaps, is that they only know of the existence of these gaps because 
the Bible elsewhere fills them in. How otherwise could one know of 
them? But if they are filled in, they are not gaps at all! Thus, in the final 
analysis the argument is completely without foundation. '9 

We may strengthen Custance’s argument by pointing out that gaps invariably 
occur in derivative genealogies, not in the original or foundational ones. 
Matthew thus is at liberty to arrange his genealogy of Christ in three groups of 
14, making some theologically significant omissions, because his genealogy is 
derived from the complete lists found in the Old Testament and elsewhere. 
Genesis 5 and 11 are, of course, not derivative but foundational genealogies. 
Thus, the level of expectation for an omission is likely lower in their case. The 
omissions in the genealogies of | Chronicles are to be explained in the same 
manner. they are derivative from earlier, probably complete sources. Thus, the 
argument from gaps is weak, and does not take into account the Biblical- 
historical context of the various genealogical records. 

Second, a full paraphrase of Genesis 5:6-7 according to Schaeffer's 
principles makes clear the exegetical gymnastics his position involves: “And 
Seth lived 105 years and begat someone who led to Enosh. Then Seth lived 807 
years after he begat someone who led to Enosh, and he begat sons and 
daughters.” Note that in the simple reading, the sons and daughters are 
brothers and sisters of Enosh. Schaeffer's forced reading makes them brothers 
and sisters of some unknown person who led to Enosh. We must ask whether 
anyone approaching the text with unjaundiced eye would ever imagine it to 
mean this. The parallelism of meaning in the text is forcefully against 
Schaeffer's procrustean interpretation. 

Thirdly, there is additional internal evidence against Schaeffer's explana- 
tion. Gen.5:32 and 11:26 have the same form as every other statement in their 
series, and employ the same Hiphil imperfect of ya/ad, yet must be taken, and 
are taken by all expositors, as detailing a father-son relationship. No one denies 
that Noah was the father of Shem, Ham, and Japheth, or that Terah was the 
father of Abram, Nahor, and Haran. Schaeffer's gaps could still exist conceiv- 
ably, but they are rendered even more forceably unlikely by these counter 
examples. 

Fourth, there is strong external evidence against this interpretation. 
Schaefferis ignoring the fact that the various genealogical lists are arrangedina 
variety of literary forms. The very fact that chronological information is included 
in Gen. 5 and 11 sets them off from other lists. Moreover, Ex.6:16-19 gives a 
clear illustration of another form of genealogy which gives the age of the 
patriarchs at the time of their deaths, but not at the time of theirsons’ births. The 
fact thata variety of literary options were available to the writer makes it unlikely 
that the form chosen for Gen.5 and 11 was accidental or irrelevant. The 
inclusion of the father's age at the time of his son’s birth is wholly without 
meaning or use unless chronology is intended. Are we to assume that the 
inspiring Spirit has here given us useless and irrelevant information? 

We must conclude then that Schaeffer's alternative, while logically a 
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possibility, is devoid of a solid exegetical base. His arguments can only be 
sustained by ignoring the established commonsense rules of exegesis and 
hermeneutics. There is strong internal and strong external evidence against it 
as well. Thus we conclude that Schaeffer has not defeated the prima facie case 
for Biblical chronology. 


(The conclusion of this article will be contained in the next issue of the CSSH 
Quarterly.) 
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The Vulnerable Hero:’ 
Reflections on Genesis 3:15 


Ellen Myers 


Despite its serious perils and perversions due to sin, there is in man’s deep- 
rooted and perennial admiration of heroes that which reflects our creation in 
God's image according to Genesis One, Two and Three, and predictable 
therefrom. You and | are meant to be like Christ Himself, the Perfect Image of 
God bodily (Genesis 1:26, 27; 2 Cor. 3:18; Philippians 3:20-21; Colossians 
1:15, 1 John 3:2-3; etc.). We were created for this purpose, and He became 
incarnate for this purpose (Revelation 4:11; Hebrews 2:10-17). 

His mission, and therefore ours if we would identify with Him, is first outlined 
in the Bible by God Himself after the Fall. Oldtime theologians committed to the 
infallibility of the Scriptures saw here the “proto-evangelium” or first germinal 
statement of the Gospel of salvation in Christ Jesus. It is Genesis 3:15: 

And | will put enmity between thee (the serpent) and the woman, and 
between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt 
bruise his heel. 

One detailed explanation of this verse is given us in Hebrews 2:14-15.: 

Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he 

(Christ) also himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he 

might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil; And 

deliver them who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to 
bondage. 

We are assured that “in that He Himself hath suffered being tempted, He is 
able to succor them that are tempted.” (Hebrews 3:18) 

Here we have the “type” of hero we— or at least we “common people” —seek 
and admire. In this Man we have one who is of our kind— not sheerly “other”, 
not “a god from outer space” and hence alien and essentially invulnerable and 
untouchable by our infirmities. The first requirement, when you think about the 
qualifications of a hero, is that he be vu/nerable as we are vulnerable. He is a 
mother's son as you and | are mothers’ sons and daughters, born through pain 
and travail to come naked and defenseless into a world in which finding a room 
to shelter us is in no way guaranteed. 

Now look at perennially popular hero figures of reality and fiction. Why the 
tremendous welcome offered movies like Star Wars, Superman, Lord of the 
Rings, or C.S. Lewis's The Lion, The Witch and the Wardrobe? Why the ever 
popular appeal of classic Westerns like High Noon, romantic adventure tales 
like Zorro or Cyrano de Bergerac, and on down to children’s stories like The 
Brave Little Tailor or Jack the Giant Killer (now tamed down to “Jack and the 
Beanstalk")? | contend that only those critics who are far removed from the 
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mainstream of popular sentiment deplore the popularity of such stories and 
admire anti-heroes instead. (The rash of stories with no “good” people, crooks 
out-crooking each other, and worse, crooks being portrayed as worthy of 
imitation and reverence —e.g., Sartre’s Saint Genet— shows how far astray from 
“common sense” one who despises “common people” can go.) What popular 
sentiment admires, and, | believe, rightly admires is the quality of heroism 
which ought to be inherent in every human being as part of being human. 
Someone — Christ first and typically — but also Luke Skywalker and Princess 
Laia, Clark Kent/Superman, the Hobbit, Aslan, High Noon’s lonely sheriff, Zorro, 
Cyrano, the Little Tailor, Jack— pays a high price and offers up all including life 
itself, for that which is right and just. 

Nor do such true heroes act out of abstract and hence coldly rational thought. 
The true hero’s first and fundamental motive is perceived to be /ove for his 
people. |n this deepest sense God Himself is the ultimate Hero, both God the 
Father and God the Son. “God so loved the world that He gave His only 
begotten Son” (John 3:16). “Jesus. . . having loved his own which were in the 
world, he loved them unto the end.” (John 13:1) You find such love in every 
genuine hero story: Luke Skywalker crying for his adoptive parents in Star Wars, 
Superman's love and grief for his adoptive parents and for Lois Lane, the Hobbit 
(somewhat grumblingly) concerned for Middle Earth, and so on. Aslan in The 
Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe, of course, is C.S. Lewis’s portrait of Christ 
Himself. He is a true hero precisely because he loves His own, including even 
the traitor (or in particular the traitor) Edmund (the picture of me and you) 
enough to lay down His life for his (or our) sake. | contend that we cannot 
conceive of a hero with a cold, analytical and unloving heart except in theory or 
philosophy, and that stories featuring such cold “heroes” (perhaps Sherlock 
Holmes might count as such a one) do not receive the heartfelt acclaim given a 
Zorro, or even a John-Wayne-portrayed Shootist or Rooster Cogburn. 

We perceive heroism as sacrifice, and more, substitution for the hero's 
beloved (though weak and often undeserving) people. Almost any traditional 
Western story or movie contains this pattern. High Noon shows the heroic 
sheriff defending the town and even his own beloved young wife against their 
will. His determination to lay down his life if need be for survival of the 
community, even when no one stood with him, “made” the show. When you 
think about it, Christ's being left totally alone, even, He felt, by the Father, fills 
up the full measure of His Divine Sonship and Perfect Manhood when He says, 
“Father, into Thy hands | commend my spirit.’ The Substitutionary Atonement 
of the Lamb dying for the sins of the whole world at Calvary — as of Aslan’s 
substitutionary atonement for the sins of Edmund on the Stone Table of the Law 
in fairy tale Narnia (The Lion, The Witch and the Wardrobe) — is the ultimate 
essence of heroism. The seed of the woman of Genesis 3:15 must be willing to 
bear the “bruising of his heel” to bruise the serpent's head. 

Perhaps what those having lost the simplicity of “common people” mock 
most in traditional hero stories is these stories’ “happy ending.” Yes, we 
“common people” unashamedly want the “good guys” to win, and the “‘bad 
guys” to /ose when all is said and done. We also like our “good guys” to be 
clearly good, and our “bad guys” to be clearly villains. This, | submit, is neither 
corny, trite, nor simplistic, but rather evidence of our nature's original creation 
in the image of the God of the Scriptures (although marred by sin.) | am 
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reminded of the beautiful true story told by Pastor Richard Wurmbrand in 
Tortured for Christ; Pastor Wurmbrand told a Russian officer the story of Christ. 
The officer rejoiced at Christ's goodness and miracles. Then he was told of 
Christ's crucifixion. He broke down crying in grief: 

He had believed in a Savior and now his Savior was dead! | looked at 
him and was ashamed that | had called myself a Christian and a pastor, a 
teacher of others. | had never shared the sufferings of Christ as this 
Russian officer now shared them... 

Then | read to him the story of the resurrection. He had not known his 
Savior arose from the tomb. . . He shouted for joy: ‘He is alive! He is alive!’ 
Again he danced around the room, overwhelmed with happiness! 

| said to him, ‘Let us pray! . . . his words of prayer were: ‘O God, whata 
fine chap you are! If | were You and You were me, | would never have 
forgiven You your sins. But You are really a very nice chap! | love You from 
all my heart.’ 2 
Our desire for victory in the end, | believe, is a form of our desire to believe in 

and know the Eternal Ever-Living God of the Living Who is good, and Whose 
goodness must be ultimately victorious. When “the serpent's head is bruised,” 
the victory is won, and Genesis 3:15 is fulfilled. | watched The Lion, the Witch 
and the Wardrobe on television with my small grandsons. The eldest of them, 
almost 4, did not want to watch any further when Aslan had been tortured and 
killed. Only repeated assurances that it was all right— that Aslan would win and 
the wicked Witch be defeated jn the end—kepthim in the room, and from crying 
in the manner of that childlike Russian officer. Would that we had that same 
childlikeness restored in full — so we would be ready to rejoice with all our 
hearts at the Second Coming and final victory of our Savior and perfect Hero. 

There are, to be sure, fa/se heroes. We have referred to one such above in the 
coldhearted “hero” of philosphy or theory. Another, subtler perversion is the 
propaganda “hero” built to order by a movement, party or group with its own 
axe to grind. This is why no genuine hero tales come from authors with 
ideological blinders. | think the sterility in art and literature under Fascism/ 
Nazism and Communism is closely correlated to this fact. Where the human 
spirit is trodden underfoot and its expression muzzled; heroes must be 
dissidents, and dissidents perhaps must be heroes to be dissidents in truth. But 
examples apart from modern slave societies can be cited. For example, Ayn 
Rand's “hero” John Galt of At/as Shrugged is staged, tailored to represent 
“objectivism,” the Randian variety of atheistic libertarianism. 

Yet another perversion of heroism is the “hero” who acts from motives of 
boasting or personal revenge. Is Hooper the show-off stunt man in the movie 
Hooper a hero? | think an analogous question would be whether the apostle 
Simon Peter was a hero when cutting the ear off the servant of the high priestin 
Gethsemane. Heroism, | think we intuitively agree, does not consist in “proving 
something to yourself” — that you are brave, or loyal, or persevering, or on the 
right side. Nor does it consist in proving something to others. As long as you will 
have to prove something to yourself or to anyone else, you are no hero. Heroism 
begins when that good for which you offer yourself has as it were been 
substituted for yourself. So to be a hero for Christ's sake is Galatians 2:20 in 
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action. Christ did not go to the cross to prove He loved the Father and us— His 
going and His loving were all one. No grandstand play can ever be involved. 
There is no gap of any kind between true heroes and their heroic deeds. 

Nor is natural courage required. Naturally timid men and women can be great 
heroes by God's grace, glorifying Him all the more because “the excellency of 
the power is of God, and not of them” (2 Cor.4:7). 

We are given a story of initial true heroism deteriorating into personal 
revenge in Dumas’ Count of Monte Cristo, so well portrayed on television a year 
orso ago. The public acclaim for this story ever since it first appeared in print, as 
well as for The Three Musketeers or The Man in the Iron Mask, shows atleast a 
remnant of sound common sense is still inherent in the entertainment taste of 
the general public. Among Christian believers, Foxe’s Book of Martyrs or the 
world-famous allegory of the day-by-day heroism involved in walking with and 
growing in Christ, Pilgrim's Progress, have never ceased to be read and reread 
with joy. Z 

Lastly and to sum up, no true heroic act can be shadow-boxing. When Adam 
and Eve succumbed to the tempter in Eden, it brought death. Christ's blood 
shed for our sins was real blood, His hands, feet and side were really pierced by 
nails and spear. Genesis 3:15 speaks of real bruising of the heel of the seed of 
the woman before the seed of the serpent's head is really crushed. Thus every 
hero story tells us of the vu/nerable Hero Christ Himself, “wounded for our 
transgressions, bruised for our iniquities . . . with whose stripes we are healed.” 
(Isaiah 53:5) 


NOTES 
1 This title, and thoughts guiding this article, were suggested to me by a 
lecture in Social Psychology of Dr. Paul D. Ackerman at Wichita State 
University in the Spring 1979 semester. | assume full responsibility for my 
discussion and elaboration, of course. 
2 Richard Wurmbrand, Tortured for Christ, Diane Books, Glendale, CA 1969, 
1967, 18-19. 
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Dionysius the Areopagite * 
Kathy Lynn Hutson 


“Just as the times of men are duly numbered, 
So will the stride of nations surely lumber 

To a dottering close, but not cast down 

By chance or conquering armies of renown 
Alone, for God appoints the days of each 
And sets their bounds that they might reach 
For Him, ‘though He is never far away.” 


And thus the babbling Jew declared today 
Amid the jeering crowd on Ares Hill; 
And yet, he drives me out into this still 
Evening, to rock this cradled mind 
Until his idle words at last resign 
Their stubborn hold on all that | have known 
And let me close my eyes. 

What have | done? 
To doubt the very air of which | breathe 
Would profit more by far than thus to seethe 
And simmer over Jewish heretics! 
By the gods! Why cannot gods be mathematics? 
Indeed they are and yet unnamed as such, 
As often is the case when, out of touch 
With common minds, uncommon take the lead 
To name and preach the god the common need. 
And Greece is no exception to the rule: 
The Pantheon is but a clever tool 
That is brandished by the teacher when he calls 
The Logos, which is Order over all, 
By name, to ease the minds of those who care 
That deity be personal and fair. 
The Unknown God this Paul declared today 
To be the god whom godly men obey. 
Quite strange this man, a scholar-Pharisee, 
Would lay aside renowned philosopy. 
From birth, not | alone, but learned men 
In all of Greece, were taught that gods have been 
A crutch to minds disabled by recourse 
To myths, because when faced with Nature's force, 
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They sought for peace upon a common ground, 
And took from what of nature did surround 
Them gods to satisfy. But now ‘tis clear 

That ‘though the facts remain, new light appears, 
The light of Reason now in man unveiled, 

To bare divine descent, thus far impaled. 

Yet here this Paul is reasonable and fair, 
Agrees that poets from our realm declare 

A truth: that we are sons of gods. 

And then, still reasoning right, amid our nods, 
He adds that golden moldings cannot bear 

A man of flesh and blood, his breath of air, 
And thus the crowd perceived that God must be 
More like to us than any god they see. 

So even | am silent in retort 

Because | cannot logically purport 

A god abstract, impersonal repose, 

Bears sons as full of mortal strain as those 
Who seek me out and press for lawful rights 
At every turn — as | myself on quiet nights 

Like these will press for justice as | view 

This crumbling state, replaced by but a new 
Command, that too will try and fail to calm 

A burning wound with insufficient balm. 


In darkness now, | hope this god of Paul 

Has truly sent a man who, | recall, 

He said would judge in righteousness, unbent 
By greed and lust for power, quickly spent. 
And yet my hope this man will truly reign 

Is hounded by the philosophic strain 

Of hearing what the Pharisee has said: 

This man was resurrected from the dead. 


* Acts 17:16-34 
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A Creationist 
Considers The Hittite 


Lorella Rouster 


Up until this century, Biblical critics laughed and scoffed at the Biblical record 
of a people called the Hittites. They ridiculed the Biblical presentation of this 
ancient empire and its rich, powerful, warlike, industrious, but pagan people. 
They asserted that the entire notion of the Hittite people was merely a figment 
of the Biblical authors’ imagination, and were unequivocal in claiming that the 
Hittites never existed. ' Merrill Unger, in an article for Bibliotheca Sacra, says, 
“the Biblical references to the Hittites used to be regarded in critical circles as 
historically worthless.” ? The Catholic Encyclopedia states, “For many cen- 
turies the existence of the Hethites (Hittites) was known only from scanty 
allusions in the Bible.” * 

But the references are hardly scanty. The name “Hittite” is used over fifty 
times, plus earlier references to the sons of Heth who are identified as the 
Hittites in Genesis 23:3. The land of the Hittites was promised by God to 
Abraham in Genesis 15:20. The Hittites are listed as one of seven nations the 
Lord was to cast out before Abraham in Deuteronomy 7:1. | Kings 10:29 
mentions the kings of the Hittites, suggesting a highly developed nation. In 
Judges 3:5 we read that Israel did not entirely destroy the Hittites as God told 
them to do, but intermarried with them. The Hittites influenced Israel toward 
idolatry. Adah, Esau’s wife, was a Hittite (Genesis 36:2), and Soloman took 
many Hittite wives who then turned his heart toward other gods (I Kings 11). 
Isaiah prophesied the doom of the Hittite empire (Isaiah 10:9). The Biblical 
references were clear. But archaeologists and historians had never heard of the 
Hittites from any other source. Hence, some were quick to conclude that the 
Bible must be wrong. The stories of the Hittites must be folk legends and myths 
with no basis in historical reality. The 13-volume Oxford English Dictionary, 
begun in 1878 and completed in 1928 in an attempt to record every word ever 
used in the English language, did not even mention the word. 

But in 1906, Hugo Winckler, a German archaeologist, excavating in the 
present Turkish village of Bogazkoy, uncovered Hattusas (or Hattushash), the 
ancient capitol of the Hittites. Ten thousand clay tablets were discovered giving 
Hittite history * The area has been intermittently excavated to the present day, 
and more tablets are continually being found. A recent discovery tells of the 
battle at Kadesh between the Hittites and Ramesses II of Egypt. > Tablets of 
the Hittite royal library have been found. What the critics scoffed at because the 
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Bible alone recorded it, proved to be sober history. 

Many linguists have labored over the Hittite tablets. In 1914-1916, Friedrich 
Hrozny, a Czech-Austrian scholar, translated some of the inscriptions, ® by 
identifying the Babylonian sign word for bread and the Hittite word “wadar’ 
(water). Hrozny notied similarities with other known languages of the Indo- 
European family, for instance, Latin “aqua” and English “eat.” In 1915, he 
announced that Hittite was an Indo-European language, one of the same 
language family as English. In 1925, more tablets were translated. ” 

Still more Hittite language was deciphered in the 1930's, through the 
combined efforts of Helmuth T. Bossert, a German; Emil O. Forrer, a Swiss; 
Friedrich Hrozny, a Czech-Austrian; Piero Meriggi, an Italian; and I.J. Gelb, an 
American from the University of Chicago. ? 

Some of the Hittite characters are a form of picture writing which appear to be 
independent of Egyptian pictographs. It is a syllabic language with sixty signs 
like “pa,” “pi,” “pe,” “pu,” etc. Each syllable starts with a consonant and ends 
with a vowel. 9 Many of the characters are cuneiform, '° which appear to have 
been used contemporaneously with hieroglyphic Hittite, '' much as we use 
printing and cursive writing contemporaneously. 

The longest known hieroglyphic Hittite inscription is at Karatepe, a Neo- 
Hittite site in southeastern Anatolia which was the summer home of King 
Asitaivada about 700 B.C. It is accompanied by a version in Phoenician. '2 

Because of these archaeological discoveries, Werner Keller, in The Bible as 
History, speaks of “the rediscovery of the Hittite people who had sunk into 
complete oblivion.” '? 

Fred Wight declares, “Nothing discovered by the excavations has in any way 
discredited the Biblical account. Scripture accuracy has once more been proved 
by the archaeologists.” '* 

The Encyclopedia Americana describes the Hittites as being important 
about 2,000 B.C., which is roughly the date ascribed to Abraham. The 
Encyclopedia of Archaeology says that the capitol uncovered at Hattusas dates 
back to 2,000 B.C., which means that the Hittite people must have come into 
existence before that date. Gelb, who has been active in deciphering the Hittite 
tablets, says there are indications that they came from the Aegean cultural 
area. '® Others believe they may ultimately be traced to the Kurgan Pit-grave 
culture of the Eurasian steppe which flourished about 4,000 B.C. '® Albert 
Baugh, linguistic historian, says, “By some scholars Hittite is treated as co- 
ordinate with Indo-European (see “The Hypothetical Indo-European 
Language” by Lorella Rouster, CSSHQ, Fall 1978, Vol. 1, No. 1) and the period 
of joint existence is designated Indo-Hittite. It is sufficient, however, to think of 
Hittite as having separated from the Indo-European community some centuries 
(perhaps 500 years or more) before any of the other groups began to detach 
themselves.” '” 

Not necessarily inconsistent with these views, but going far beyond them is 
the Biblical record that the original Hittites were the “Hattians," descendants of 
Ham, Noah's son, through Canaan’s second son, Heth (Genesis 10:15, | 
Chronicles 1:13). '® 

It is thought that these Hethites arrived in northeastern Anatolia from the 
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Balkans about 2500 B.C. and established themselves along the Halys River in 
what is now Central Turkey. '? They then spread west and south across the 
peninsula about 2300 B.C. to 2,000 B.C. 2° This people may have spoken a 
different language than later Hittites, probably a tongue of the Hamitic family. 

After 2200 B.C., they were “overrun by a vigorous, Indo-European speaking 
people from the north, who became Heth’s ruling class, while adopting the 
older and often immoral Hittite culture.” 2' When Assyrian merchants reached 
central Anatolia before 1900 B.C., they found an Indo-European element firmly 
established and mingled with the indigenous Hattian population of the local 
city-states. 2? 

In 1650 B.C. Hattusulis | established the capitol at Hattusas, probably named 
after himself, and founded the Hittite Kingdom. In 1500 B.C. Mursilis | 
advanced down the Euphrates and captured Babylon. Later he retreated, only to 
be assassinated when he returned home. The 150 years between 1650 and 
1500 are called the Old Kingdom, and are best described as a period of 
anarchy. 2° The Old Kingdom possessed horses and chariots and was known for 
good bronze daggers. 2* 

The years 1500-1450 B.C. are called the Middle Kingdom, and are years of 
obscurity and decline. Hittite expansion had always been toward Syria because 
of the strategic trade routes passing through that country. 7° But in these years 
Syria was wrested from the Hittites. The Middle Kingdom may have been the 
first known time in postdiluvian history that a people used iron. The Hittites of 
this era raised horses, cattle, sheep, goats, and bees, and manufactured cloth 
and shoes, pottery and metal. 7 

The years 1450-1294 are called the New Kingdom. In 1450 Tudhaliyas | 
founded a new dynasty which brought the Hittites to the zenith of their power, 
followed by a period of decline. 7” 

The Hittite state was basically a military organization, 7° which fits the 
Biblical picture of them as a warlike people, and explains one of the reasons 
Israel feared them. 

Religiously, Hittite life centered around rituals designed to gain and keep the 
favor of the gods. The king was primarily responsible for these rituals, which 
involved divination to foretell disaster and magic to counteract it. Probably the 
Biblical warnings against mixing with the Hittites were necessary because 
Hittite life centered around these pagan customs. The people retained the 
worship of the old Anatolian mother-goddess, the Sun-goddess of Arinna. She 
also had a consort and a pantheon of deities, many originally the gods of towns 
and areas. 7? God told His people clearly that these were abominations, 
accursed things in His sight (Deuteronomy 7). 

Several things are especially interesting about the Hittites from a creationist 
viewpoint. First, of course, is the lesson we should learn from the voices of the 
scholars of the past. Some could not believe the Bible unless it was 
authenticated by secular scholarship. We should rejoice that secular scholar- 
ship has demonstrated the validity of the Bible in this case. As Criswell says, 
“Once again Biblical history has proved to be accurate, while the scoffing of the 
critics has proved to be ridiculous and absurd.” °° But there will always be 
something scholarship has not yet confirmed. The Scriptures, coming from the 
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mind of God, will always be ahead of human wisdom, no matter how much we 
may learn. R.A, Torrey wisely says in his book, Difficulties in the Bible, ‘the fact 
that you cannot solve a difficulty does not prove it cannot be solved, and the fact 
that you cannot answer an objection does not prove at all that it cannot be 
answered.” 3’ We have learned much, but we do not yet have all the facts about 
any subject. Therefore, let us not get nervous if the Biblical record speaks of 
events not yet corroborated by secular history. Perhaps in time further evidence 
will be found. And if itis not, does that destroy the historicity of the Biblical text? 
Would the Hittite empire be any less a matter of history if its capitol still lay 
buried, unknown, under the sands of time? 

Second, the Hittites should interest creationists because they are one of the 
earliest recorded post-diluvian civilizations, and because they contacted and 
influenced many of the characters of the Bible. Indeed, the ancestry of the 
original stock can be traced, | believe, to Noah through Heth. So their culture and 
language can give important clues as to what happened in those first millenia 
following the deluge. And since they can be traced to Noah, we know that they 
had a knowledge of God originally, but rejected it. This squares with the 
teaching of Paul in Romans 1, and helps us to understand the fairness of Godin 
destroying their civilization and giving much of their land to Israel. 

Scholars are still working to decipher some of the Hittite characters, and 
much remains to be discovered about their culture. The findings of scholars 
uncovering the Hittite past should be of interest to all creationists, and perhaps 
creationists should lead the way. 
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Science and Epistemology 


R. Steven Harris 


A recent book review by John Robbins ' dealt with a matter of central 
importance to the creation/evolution debate: epistemology. How do we know 
what we say we know? Only the creation scientist has an adequate 
epistemological basis for his scientific inquiry. We know that God created man 
in His image (Genesis 1:26-28). The image is marred, but still present, in fallen 
and sinful sons of Adam (James 3:9). The Creator made all things by wisdom 
and understanding (Proverbs 3:19), and He made man in such a way that He 
could give man understanding (Job 32:8) and reason with him (Isaiah 1:18). 
These convictions provide the creationist with an adequate basis for knowing 
that there is some kind of correspondence between his thoughts and the 
realities of the external world. The evolutionist has no foundation for knowing 
this, even though his science must of necessity presuppose it. In fact the 
evolutionist’s theory actually denies such a correspondence between thought 
and external reality, because his system, when applied to man himself, results 
in a view of man as part of the same cause-effect system as inanimate nature. As 
evolutionist Eugene Wigner has pointed out: 

If evolutionist psychologists could, some day, establish a theory of the 
phenomena of consciousness, or of biology, which would be as coherent 
and convincing as our present theories of the inanimate world... sucha 
situation would put a heavy strain on our faith in our theories and on our 
belief in the reality of the concepts which we form. ? 

Wigner must repeatedly refer to the correspondence between mental 
reasoning (mathematics) and physical theories of external reality as a 
“miracle,” concluding: “The miracle of the appropriateness of the language of 
mathematics for the formulation of the laws of physics is a wonderful gift which 
we neither understand nor deserve. We should be grateful for it. . .“° Although 
the creationist may understand the “gift no better in one sense than the 
evolutionist, he does know the Giver to Whom his gratitude may be expressed! 

A related concern for the Biblical creationist is to avoid making an 
unscriptural “nature-supernature” dualism out of God's created reality. Cer- 
tainly the Creator-creature distinction (Isaiah 55:8-9) must be recognized and 
acknowledged by the creationist. However, the usual concept of “nature” 
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should be recognized for the secular and evolutionist concept that it is: 
One of the major myths of the modern world is the idea that there is 
some such thing as ‘Nature,’ which the Second Edition of Merriam- 

Webster's Unabridged Dictionary defines as ‘a creative, controlling 

agent, force, or set of such forces or principles, operating or operative ina 

thing and determining wholly or chiefly its constitution, development, 
well-being, or the like,’ or ‘That which is produced by natural forces; the 
universe; as, laws governing nature; nothing happens without cause in 
nature; more narrowly, the totality of physical reality, exclusive of minds 
and the mental.’ It is one thing to say that the universe or creation exists; 

it is another to assert that this universe is the source of its own laws and 

phenomena, orthatitis a self-enclosed system of causality. The Bible has 

no such term as ‘Nature.’ It does not recognize Nature as the source and 

cause of natural phenomena; rather, it sees God directly and absolutely 

operative in all natural phenomena.” * 

In other words, the creationist not only acknowledges a Creator, but insofar 
as he Is a Biblical creationist he also recognizes that the Creator continuously 
preserves the things that He has made (Nehemiah 9:6). These created things do 
not continue to exist independent of the Creator's activity as some hypothetical 
“clock” that continues to run on its own. As soon as all “natural” phenomena 
are seen to be the direct result of God's activity in the present, the usual 
“natural-supernatural” distinction breaks down. 

Finally, as Biblical creationists we must avoid the view that science is 
somehow separable from or neutral to religion. The Bible teaches that God 
made all things and that all things speak of Him (e.g. Psalm 19:1-4, Romans 
1:19-20). Therefore all areas of study will invariably involve some aspect of the 
creation, and thus cannot avoid revealing something about the Creator. All 
knowledge, including scientific knowledge, is inherently religious, and insofar 
as it accurately reflects any aspect of created reality, that knowledge is in Christ 
(Colossians 2:3), and consists of thoughts which are to be brought captive to 
the obedience of Christ (Il Corinthians 10:3-5). Where the unbeliever 
possesses such knowledge in the realms of scientific study, he is without 
excuse for failing to acknowledge the Creator (Romans 1:18-20, 28). Believers 
are warned not to follow unbelievers into thinking which is after the rudiments 
of this world rather than after Christ (Col. 2:8). For such worldly thinking is 
empty and futile (Romans 1:21-22), resulting in “knowledge falsely so called.” 
(I Tim. 6:20). 
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